Russian cities currently feel the utmost need both for improving the affordability of housing and upgrading the quality and enhancing the beautification of the urban environment, developing public spaces, expanding the diversity of forms of housing tenure for different categories of citizen.
Introduction
Russian cities have been substantially influenced by the legacy of the Soviet centrally planned economy. Monotonous concrete-slab developments in residential areas with inadequate access to social infrastructure, along with dilapidated and obsolete individual residential developments, and abandoned industrial areas, create a typical scene of the middle zone of an urban settlement. Post-Soviet development of housing market and residential construction market, regrettably, worsened the problem of substandard urban environment. Acute housing needs and high housing demand caused the emergence of homogeneous prefabricated high-rise buildings in urban peripheries.
As a result, Russian cities currently feel the utmost need both for improving the affordability of housing and upgrading the quality and enhancing the beautification of the urban environment, developing vibrant public spaces, expanding the diversity of forms of housing tenure for different categories of citizens, assuring transportation links between urban areas, providing easy access to social infrastructure, and increasing the opportunities of urban dwellers for leisure and public activities. Multi-functional nature of built-up areas, a safe and comfort environment for children and adolescents, an accessible environment for disabled persons, and, finally, spatial harmony and urban aesthetics that ensures a visually attractive 'cityscape' are also essential elements of a modern standard of the urban environment which is more and more appreciated by citizens.
By now, the basic legal framework regarding housing and urban planning sectors has been developed in Russia, and the main goals and objectives of housing and urban planning policies have been identified. The goals and objectives seek to solve the above-mentioned
problems. Yet, in the absence of effective instruments, real changes may be hardly implemented in practice.
Relevant experience gained by developed countries shows the interrelation between the instruments of housing and urban planning policies which enables the effective attainment of the goals set in respect of each of the foregoing policies. More importantly, urban planning instruments make it possible to reach the goals of the housing policy.
This paper reviews the current state of housing and urban planning policies in Russia, the practice of reconciling the goals, objectives and instruments of the foregoing policies, and sets forth the proposals on how to streamline housing and urban planning policies with a view to improving the affordability of housing and upgrading the quality of urban environment.
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Comprising certain elements of an academic research the report is generally presented as a paper focusing on policy discussions and debates which determined its structure. In order to provide wider context of the current trends in housing and urban planning spheres for a foreign reader, Section 1 explores the current state of the housing sector in Russia which determines key priorities of housing and urban planning policies. Section 2 provides a glance into the issues of the interrelation between housing and urban planning policies, as this pertains to goal setting and implementation procedures, with due account for relevant international practices. Section 3 describes housing and urban planning policies both at federal and local levels. Section 4 provides case studies of inconsistencies in implementation of housing and urban planning policies in Russian cities which impede the attainment of the goals. Section 5 sets forth the proposals on how to streamline the goals and objectives of the current housing and urban planning policies and to carry out the regional differentiation in respect of the policies. 5
Housing Sector in the Russian Federation: Key Characteristics
As of 2014, the size of the entire housing stock in the Russian Federation is reorted to be 62.9 million dwelling units (apartments and single-family houses) with the total floor space of 3.47 billion sq. m.
Housing availability is esimated at 438 dwelling units per 1,000 persons. The magnitude is close to the EU average. The average floor space per capita, however, stands at 23.7 sq. m, which is only half of that reported in respect of the EU countries.
Almost two thirds (or 65.7 percent) of the total urban population and more than a half (55.7 perecnt) of the total rural population inhabit the dwellings built after 1971.
According to Rosstat, the number of dwellers living in apartment buildings (ABs) in need of capital repairs stands at 45 million persons, which accounts for more than 30% of total population. A substantial part of the existing housing stock, thus, needs either capital repairs or modernization to be carried out. Yet, with with the current pace of capital repairs in respect of ABs the situation shows the signs of worsening.
Most of the Russian housing stock in privately owned. Indeed, private dwellings account for about 87.8 percent of the total housing stock floor space. As of 2013, individuals own nearly 84.6 percent of all the private housing. The state owns 3.4 percent of the total housing stock floor space. Municipal governments own about 7.8 percent thereof. The largest cities report relatively high shares of housing stock owned by the state and municipalities. Moscow may be estimated as having the biggest share of state-and municipal housing stock, which accounts for over 18.6 percent of the total therein.
Experts estimate that, aside from the rental housing owned by the state, municipalities and legal entities, there also exist nearly 10 percent of individually-owned dwellings which are rented out, mainly, on an informal basis, that is, without paying any taxes. The total share of rental housing stock, hence, makes up around 25 percent of the total housing stock floor space (10 percent of the dwelligns rented out by individual 'non-professional' landlords + 11.2 percent by the state and municipalities + 3.2 percent by private legal entities).
Inadequate development of rental housing sector may be explained by a number of factors.
Among them, there is a weak legislative framework which is incapable of protecting both parties to the rental agreement, and low investment attractiveness of the projects for construction of rental ABs because of their long pay-back period, and some other factors.
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According to data for 2012, ABs largely prevail in Russia's housing stock -they account for over 67 percent of the national housing stock floor space. In urban areas, ABs make up 81 percent of the total housing stock. In major cities, they account for above 85 percent of the total housing stock, with the highest share of 98 percent reported in respect of Moscow. Russia's ABs mostly form "condominiums" with common equity ownership of common areas.
Transition to market economy necessitated the development of the new legal framework with regard to urban planning processes. This has taken place at a rather slow pace and somewhat separately from the development of housing policy. Despite formal setting of a legal framework with regard to urban planning regulation, Russian cities, in practice, witness a somewhat spontaneous development of urban development processes, which responds, primarily, to investment interests of large developers with access to administrative resources, rather than to public interests. Whenever investment interests mismatch the public ones, established in urban planning documents, the latter is being amended accordingly. A study held in 2012, found that in the cities where land use and development rules have been applied, on average, for three years (21 cities observed), the number of the amendments introduced thereto ranges from one to three. In respect of land use and development rules that have been in effect for up to five years (27 cities observed), the number of amendments rises up to 4-8. For land use and development rules that have been applied, on average, for over 7 years (14 cities observed), the number of amendments introduced therein exceeds 9. Hence, the longer land use and development rules remain effective, the larger appears to be the number of amendments introduced therein. Indeed, land use and development rules approved 2-3 years ago 7 have been amended only once a year, while those adopted 7-10 years ago have seen, on average, two amendments per year. Private investment provided a sustainable development, mostly, in respect of selfprovided housing construction projects, the amount of which has been annually increasing, and made up 36.2 mln sq. m of floor space or 268 thousand units in 2014 alone. Over that period, the construction of self-provided housing has seen a more than four-fold increase, accounting for over 43 percent of the total number of the housing units constructed.
In modern Russia, there are several specific factors contributing to the high risk of monopolization of the residential construction market.
Firstly, urban land plots which may be used for construction of residential buildings are, for the most part, owned by the state. Hence, the seller appears to be a monopolist in the land market.
Secondly, local governments are lacking adequate economic incentives for promoting housing development in their jurisdictions. In Russia, specifically, land tax and individual property tax jointly account for only 14 percent of all the tax revenues accumulated in 2011 in urban districts -type of municipalities which comprise most of Russia's major cities where housing construction largely takes place. The situation is complicated by the deficiency of most local budgets which are entitled to finance expenditures towards allocation and development of land plots destined for housing construction.
And, thirdly, utility tariff policy and arbitrary decisions in respect of utility sector policies impede the introduction of efficient mechanisms for development and rehabilitation of utility 8 infrastructure, and appear to be among the factors which constrain the growth of housing construction rates.
Сonstruction of an apartment building implies that a developer has to undergo, on average, 100 administrative procedures 6 over a three-year period and spend 25 mln rubles thereto, including utilities connection costs (on average, 21 mln rubles) 7 . In fact, the related expenditures may account for 10 percent of the construction project cost, and, in some cities, be as high as 30 percent of the mentioned above cost.
Construction projects in Russia are, mainly, financed by individuals -future homebuyers investment from their own means. Developers of apartment buildings use the funds of individuals and shift the ensuing major risks to them. Loan finance of developers for the purpose of housing construction is discouraged due to the lack of interest on the part of both banks and developers.
In Russia, low affordability of housing remains a major problem of social and economic development. According to a number of sociologic surveys, around 40-60 percent of households report to be in the need of having their housing conditions improved.
Housing price-to-income ratio stood at 3. 
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In these circumstances, the growth of effective demand due to an increase in real income of the population and improvement of mortgage lending terms provoked a surge in housing prices in the market which adversely affected the dynamics of housing affordability. However this trend could be reversed by negative marcoeconomic trends, including both dynamics of real incomes and mortgahe lending terms.
Review of the current state of the housing and utility sector provides a basis to conclude that:
 residential construction market demonstrates a high degree of dependence on administrative bodies, weak competition, high risks and low transparency for investment and lending, and relies on obsolete technologies and design decisions;
 various limitations for affordable housing supply increase lead to a huge affordability gap that prevents the housing market development;
 the system of urban planning and land-use regulation remains a source of 'administrative rent', and ensures neither development of comfortable living environment nor transparent legal framework for investment;
 the state, being a 'wholesale customer' in the residential construction market, doesn't make use of its capability in terms of influencing the market in order to enable the introduction of innovative technologies, novel design decisions, and ensuring the stabilization of housing prices.
The situation necessitates that state regulation be streamlined in order to overcome the shortcomings of the housing market, especially as it relates to ensuring the efficiency of the supply encouragement policy. There is, therefore, a vital need for creating the enabling environment in order to increase the supply of affordable housing. Implementation of the policy necessitates that effective urban planning regulation be formed to clearly and explicitly define the requirements and limitations to the use of land plots in order to ensure effective performance of the housing market.
Interrelation Between Housing and Urban Planning Policies
Housing policy may be defined as a goal-setting process carried out by government in respect of the entire system of relations which include ownership, disposal, and use of dwellings, financing and implementation of residential development projects, housing maintenance and management, and also state intervention in the foregoing housing relations with the aim of achieving the stated housing objectives.
Urban planning policy implies a goal-setting process realized by government with regard to the entire system of urban planning relations as they pertain to development of areas and include planning and regulation procedures in respect of land use planning and development, the use of land plots for development and creation of public areas, and also state intervention in the foregoing urban planning relations with the aim of achieving the stated objectives.
In market economies, the key specificity of housing policy consists in protection of housing rights of individuals and in regulation of legal relations concerning the exercise of the said rights. The key specificity of urban planning policy lies in protection of the rights of individuals for their living environment, primarily, in cities and other urban settlements. In implementing housing and urban planning policies the state relies on state and municipal authorities developing legislative regulation and other normative legal regulation, and using budget-, tax-and administrative instruments.
Urban planning policy tends to be more technocratic in nature, and evolves with an eye to a wide variety of requirements to land development. Goals of urban planning policy, hence, not in all cases may be defined in general terms, but rather be identified on the basis of the analysis of the entire body of rules and restrictions on land development with regard to various areas.
A social nature of housing policy, even in market economies, shall be also taken into account. This implies that the policy shall either aim to support the development of emerging market relations, or rectify the failures of the already developed market.
To achieve the goals, housing and urban planning policies need to be properly reconciled with each other, which also means that there should be consistency between the relevant goals, objectives, and implementation instruments.
Subject to the stage of development, the main goal of housing policy, in general terms, may be as set forth below:
1) ensuring the access to affordable housing for people with low-and moderate incomes in respect to whom the housing market appears to be unable to offer an adequate solution of their housing problems (provided that the market meets the housing demand on the part of most individuals) -goal 1.1;
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2) creating and developing housing markets, and also residential construction markets and housing finance markets in order to improve the affordability of housing for most people -goal 1.2;
3) providing a 'roof over the head' for large groups of population, ensuring partial 'legalization' of informal residential developments and providing the access to basic services to dwellers thereof, and providing housing to categorically eligible social groups of population, primarily, to public employees -goal 1.3.
The main goal of urban planning policy, depending on the stage of development, may be described as follows:
1) ensuring high quality of urban environment and comfortable living conditions -goal 2.1;
2) ensuring conditions for maximum housing construction volumes aiming to meet the demand on the part of every consumer group (state, corporations, households) -goal 2.2;
3) addressing the problem of 'informal' and scattered developments -goal 2.3.
The first typological goals of those identified in respect of housing and urban planning policies (goals 1.1 and 2.1) -first priority goals -tend to be applied, mostly, in developed market economies, with sufficiently high level of housing availability. Housing needs, in this regard, not only focus on housing but also extend to the quality of environment, and this just determines the priorities of housing and urban planning policies.
The second set of goals (goals 1.2 and 2.2) -second priority goals -tend to be applied, mostly, in economies in transition and in emerging economies where housing availability remains inadequate to most individuals. Newly established institutions in the housing market are far from the desired level of development, and the purchase or leasing of dwellings appears to be unaffordable for most people. For this reason, creation and development of housing markets, residential construction markets and housing finance markets, with the purpose of improving the affordability of housing for most people, shall be the priority of housing policy. In this connection, either explicitly or implicitly, but there is a rather weak urban planning policy in place -with few mandatory requirements and weak supervision of compliance with them -in order to facilitate the increase in volumes of housing construction.
The third set of goals (goals 1.3 and 2.3) -third priority goals -are high on the agenda in developing economies with very unsatisfactory housing availability, a high proportion of informal buildings, and scattered residential developments at large. In these countries, housing policy is likely to focus on provision of a 'roof over the head' for large categories of population.
Informal residential developments, which the authorities largely ignore for the time being, allow large groups of population to satisfy their housing needs, at least in part, though the problem of 'informal residential developments' remains high on the agenda in the countries. [De Soto, 2004; UN-Habitat, 2009 , UN-Habitat, 2003 ]. Urban planning policy therein tends to be not only weak but also patchy.
The choice of a particular goal to be set in respect of housing or urban planning policies shall be predetermined by the level of economic development in the country and the achieved living standards, including housing availability level (See Table 1 ). Municipalities in countries with developed housing markets which focus on the 1 st priority goals typically adopt a rather stringent urban planning policy with a large number of urban planning regulations. In this case, municipalities strictly supervise the performance of the regulations in order to protect high requirements to the quality of urban environment and maintain the value of housing assets of owners of residential property. The policy may entail an increase in prices in the housing market and make a purchase or rent of dwellings unaffordable for a minor part of individuals [Malpezzi, 1996] . In this connection, the countries realize the programs aimed to make housing more affordable for people with low or moderate incomes. This, naturally, entails additional public expenses. Yet, in the context of public high priority in respect of high quality of urban environment and comfortable living environment, the additional expenses may be deemed reasonable. More than that, it is recognized that positive externalities, associated with the improved quality of urban environment, help enhancing the quality of human capital, reduce the required public expenses related to public health care, development of transport infrastructure, social assistance, and law enforcement activities.
In these countries, hence, urban planning instruments also focus on development of the affordable housing sector, which also includes social housing provided to individuals by local governments and non-profits on non-market conditions in volumes sufficient to satisfy the demand of local communities [Gurran et al., 2008] . The foregoing instruments may include: streamlining the urban planning standards which limit the opportunities for residential construction in local communities with inadequate housing affordability; reducing the requirements to administrative procedures as these apply to residential construction; reducing the amount of local charges and fees, related to construction of affordable housing; ensuring the diversity of dwelling types as part of land use regulation and setting urban design code requirements for the purpose of achieving social cohesion and promoting economic prosperity; using potential gains, obtained by developers from certain urban planning decisions, for solution of public objectives like construction of new affordable housing.
Netherlands, Great Britain, and the USA, for example, may boast an extensive practice of applying urban planning instruments for reaching the above-mentioned goals of housing policy.
The use of urban planning requirements in respect of affordable housing development, in combination with housing financing, provision of subsidies to households, and tax incentives, encouraged the emergence of non-profits engaged in construction and provision of affordable housing.
In Great Britain and Netherlands, specifically, inclusion of the requirements in respect of construction of social housing into urban planning documents serves as grounds for provision of budget subsidies. The requirement in respect of the proportion of affordable dwellings in new construction projects which, normally, accounts for 10-15 percent of the latter, is widely used in the USA. Performance of the requirements tends to be encouraged via various bonuses (e.g. 14 residential density bonus, reduction in the amount of payments related to construction of infrastructure required by a project, etc.).
Mandatory requirements to the proportion of affordable dwellings in new construction
projects shall be most effective in the markets where high market activity of developers combines with limited possibilities for new construction projects. In that case, the most effective solution shall entail the imposition of an obligation for provision of a stated proportion of builtup dwellings, as affordable housing, or imposition of certain charges on developers. For markets with low activity on the part of developers, and amid low housing demand but large opportunities for further residential development, however, the most effective solution shall involve the support of the projects for construction of housing which may be purchased, at a lower price, by organizations engaged in provision of social housing, or by households with low or moderate income (not via setting a proportion of affordable housing).
In countries where urban planning laws strictly and explicitly define the rules the compliance with which shall ensure the approval of any construction project and the issuance of construction permits, the requirements in respect of affordable housing may be integrated therein. With these regulations in place, the price of land (as a function of development opportunities) is being determined land use and development rules. This helps minimize the uncertainty for a developer since the process for obtaining a construction permit takes up little time. Such type of regulation is adopted in the USA.
Other systems of urban planning regulations involve negotiations with regard to construction permit issuing process to be held in conformity with regulations and guidelines as prescribed by law. The foregoing process shall take up much more time but it helps assess possible public benefits which may be obtained from implementation of a particular construction project, and determine the conditions upon which the benefits may become achievable. Great Britain and Ireland, for instance, use this discretionary model. The price of land, under this model, shall be set simultaneously with the adoption of a decision about the proposed construction project by public authorities.
A number of European countries, as well as Australia, embrace a third approach which implies the elaboration of a detailed development plan in respect of a particular area (in case of new area development). In accordance to this approach, land use and development regulations shall be established with due account for the proposals of developers. The approach works well in case of a single owner in respect of all the land under consideration, or if the land owners act in a cooperative manner. The approach is referred to as master urban planning.
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Along with general regulation of housing and urban planning relations the current goals of housing and urban planning policies always take into account traditional institutions, cultural varieties of different societies, and also particular societal priorities identified with regard to the given stage of development.
The overview of the literature on housing and urban planning policies in developed countries [Hoekstra, 2003] , provides the idea of three different types (archetypes) of housing policy: a liberal model (USA, Great Britain), a social-democratic model (Sweden, Netherlands), and a corporatist model (Germany, Austria). Basic archetype models reflect cultural varieties of different societies, and also that of the concepts of the role played by the state, family, various corporations and public associations in respect of housing provision. This eventually is being translated into the principles of state intervention in housing market, priority areas of housing policy and main instruments for its implementation 16 .
In particular, developed countries adopting social-democratic and corporatist models of housing policy tend to use more stringent urban planning regulations while the housing policy aims to facilitate housing provision to wider groups of population, including the individuals with medium income and slightly-above-medium income.
Countries also vary in distribution of responsibilities in respect of goal setting, regulation, and implementation of housing and urban planning policies between different tires of government. In developed democracies and market economies, housing policies tend to be in the domain of central governments in order to ensure the uniformity of housing rights of individuals, while urban planning policies -which reflect the needs of inhabitants of particular cities, towns, and other settlements -tend to be assigned to lower tiers of governments. The strategic goal of the state housing policy for a period till 2020 is to create comfortable living environment in order to meet housing needs and also ensure high quality of life in general. Such a definition of the strategic goal is rather innovative for Russia.
Housing and Urban Planning Policy in Modern Russia
Instructions to the Government of the Russian Federation, as prescribed by the Decree
No. 600, shall address the main objectives of the state housing policy as set forth herein:
1) enhancnig housing affordability as it relates to purchase of own housing, housing lease and mortgage loans (6 instructions);
2) reducing the timeline and cost of administrative procedures, and also terminating monopoly activities and preventing unfair competition with regard to residential construction activities (3 instructions);
3) entanglement of land plots to the use for the purpose of residential construction including  supporting certain categories of population who need housing improvements but appear to be unable to make savings required for purchase of dwellings (households with three and more children, households living in unsafe housing, etc.);
 creating the enabling environment for the purchase of dwellings in the market including that supported by mortgage loans;
 improving the quality of housing stock, and ensuring a more comfortable housing.
Current strategic documents, thus, include the first two housing policy goals indicated in Table 1 and even, to some extent, the third goal of the housing policy as well as the first two urban planning policy goals.
The new concept, however, is not yet supported by implementation mechanisms and economic incentives. The management 'signals' from the federal level mainly follow the 'old pattern' and only seek to encourage the growth of housing construction volumes.
Specifically, the review of practical implementation of policies and instruments in respect of the State Program gives ground to conclude that they fall short of attaining even formally declared goals and objectives (See Table 2 ). In particular, 75.8 billion rubles, which account for 79 percent of the total amount of allocations made for housing purposes, went to finance the provision of housing to categorically eligible individuals -a task which, to a lesser extent, relates to any type of housing policy and reflects current political priorities. Yet another 3.5 billion rubles, which represent 3.6 percent of the total amount of allocations, shall go for provision of housing to young families. In respect of other seven objectives under the State Program and also in respect of the measures related to implementation of the program, the federal government allocated the funds which accounted for only 17 percent of the total funds required therefor. It should be also noted that the four objectives appear to be declarative in nature and, hence, fall short of federal support.
Assessment of the Balance Between Urban Planning and Housing Policies in Selected Russian Cities
This section covers the findings of the empirical analysis carried out on the basis of case studies of the cities of Perm, Yekaterinburg, Belgorod, and Moscow, in respect of the documents related to urban planning and housing policies. The review undertaken in respect of housing policy documents sought to identify the provisions that concern possible priorities of housing policy: 1) affordable housing provision (with regard to all categories of population or households with particular levels of income, e.g. low-income households);
2) resettlement of residents from dwellings considered to be unsafe for living (mitigation of social tensions in certain boroughs of a city);
19 Not all the documents from the list could be in effect in each of the cities as of the time of the review.
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3) provision of various options for housing improvements to all groups of population (households with different income levels and different social characteristics): cooperative or rental housing, ownership; 4) support of private initiatives of individuals for self-provision of housing; 5) fostering rental housing market development.
In assessing the degree of consistency or inconsistency between the documents the authors relied on the procedures as described herein below:
1) identifying a total number of provisions in respect of approved urban planning and housing documents which determine priorities of urban planning and housing policies;
2) identifying the urban planning provisions reflected in housing policy documents and vice versa (in absolute and relative terms).
The findings of the review are presented in Table 3 . The Table 3 shows a typically weak interrelation between the documents related to urban planning and housing policies, and indicates the prevalence of urban planning policy priorities over the housing policy ones.
Tab. 3. Assessment of the degree of consistency between the documents related to urban planning and housing policies applied in selected cities

Analysis of Inconsistencies in Implementation of Urban Planning and Housing Policies in Russian Cities
Inadequate coordination between urban planning and housing policies not only leads to inconsistent decisions in the process of goal setting, formulation of objectives and allocation of resources for implementation of the foregoing policies, but also provokes a number of problems typical for the current development of the Russian cities. The problems associated with the policy aimed to increase the supply of affordable housing, and also with the development of a market of non-residential premises used as a living space, hereinafter referred to as 'loft' apartments, and the growing mismatch between central and peripheral areas of Russian cities (e.g. Moscow) are discussed in the following subsections.
Review of Implementation of the Program 'Housing for Russian Family' Aimed to Increase the Supply of Affordable Housing
The The estimates, specifically, give grounds to conclude that construction of dwellings intended for fixed-price sale may avoid losses provided that the projects involve free-of-charge connection to utilities infrastructure. Then, 83 percent of all the dwellings under the project shall be sold at fixed price, and 17 percent -at market price. Acceptable total rate of return estimated at 15 percent shall be provided at the expense of 89 percent return gained from the sale of dwellings at market price.
The review also showed that the total effective demand for economy-class dwellings on the part of workforce population which has no possibility to buy a dwelling, amid current market This represents only 11.6 percent of the target volume under the Program.
Considering that after getting a permit, it takes at least one year to carry out a construction project and not less than six months for pre-design work (prior to getting the permit), one may suppose that only the projects with the construction permits already issued are most likely to be completed in due time (before the end of 2017).
The review provides ground to conclude as follows.
1. Main basic conditions of the Program which should have motivated developers, state authorities, local governments, and utility companies, failed to do so in respect to all the above-mentioned stakeholders.
2. As a result of inadequate urban planning regulation adopted in participating cities, only outlying land plots were provided under the Program. This fell short of expectations on the part of developers and utility companies because of high costs for construction of utilities infrastructure.
Economical and organizational principles underlying the Program could not help
overcome the institutional relations as these pertain to residential construction in most cities and regions. Those imply informal relationships between participants involved in the process which include informal commitments and payments, and expectations of abnormally high rates of return at above 100 percent per annum on the part of developers.
This in turn stimulates all stakeholders to maintain high housing prices. 
Development of a Loft Market: Evidence of Weak Urban Planning Policy
Nowadays Russia's major cities face the development of the market phenomenon of the so-called 'loft apartments', a segment which emerged and develops at a fast pace though out of the context of housing and urban planning policies.
Loft apartments are non-residential premises used as living space. For the past five years this segment of real estate market saw an active development and began to compete with ordinary apartments across all the parameters. 
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The development of the loft apartment market, as an illegal segment of the real estate market, reveals, all at once, several critical specificities of relations emerging in Russia' urban development and housing sectors: 1) economic relations prevail over legal relations inasmuch as applicable legal requirements may be complied with only in part or may be entirely neglected once the interests on the part of developers and buyers come into play;
2) absence of clearly defined and feasible urban planning policy setting the priorities of urban development and functional use of urban areas leads to 'sporadic' urban development as a result of inconsistent decisions on the part of private investors.
An Emerging Mismatch Between Urban Central and Peripheral
Locations amid Inconsistency Between Housing and Urban Planning Policy: a Case Study of Moscow 28
The theory [Bertaud, 2004; Bertaud, 2000] According to findings of the research, over more than 20 years of its development in market environment, the model of spatial distribution of population in Moscow did not undergo any considerable change, and did not come closer to 'market city' spatial organization. Both in 1989 and in 2010 urban peripheries were populated much more densely as compared with central areas (See Figure 2) . In fact, in peripheral areas the growth of population density continued. Also, as compared with foreign cities, Moscow has more uniform intra-city housing prices (See Table 4 ). Implementation of the described housing policy necessitates a considerable update of urban planning policy which is currently characterized by minimum urban planning regulations and inadequate enforcement of those in place. Urban development regulation and land use system remains a source of 'administrative rent' and appears to be unable to ensure a transparent legal framework for investors and developers, which is replaced by high administrative barriers, while the access to residential construction market depends on connections with administrative bodies. Amid the relations like these, private interests of business community, and, among them, the interests of developers, as well as private interest of civil servants, including those working in local governments, prevail over the public interests related to the domain of urban planning and housing. As a result, residential construction market demonstrates anemic competitive environment, and does not seek to increase labor productivity.
Tab. 4. Price differentiation in
It is important to note that the on-going implementation of the current urban planning policy which falls short of reaching even the planned standards of per-capita floor space 32 , may lead to strengthening the mismatch between the amount of investment in new construction projects to be carried out in new areas and the amount of investment mobilized for housing rehabilitation projects (replacement of unsafe, dilapidated, and obsolete buildings) and modernization and capital repairs of the existing housing stock 33 , which could cause the loss of consistent spatial organization of urban areas, the deterioration in quality of urban environment, and the emergence of areas unfavorable for living.
Thus, the implementation of the new housing policy necessitates the measures as set out herein:
1) reconciling the goals and priorities of the urban planning policy with the goals and priorities of the new housing strategy;
2) using a wider variety of instruments for urban planning and regulation in Russian cities with a view to attaining the goals and meeting the priorities;
3) strengthening the supervision of compliance with the requirements of urban planning and regulation. Though the suggested model itself may seem comprehensible, the mechanisms of its practical implementation may appear to be rather complex because they necessitate drastic changes in the existing public and administrative relations as these pertain to the domains of land use and development, and also require the introduction of novel instruments for urban planning and regulation.
To ensure the attainment of the goal of the new housing policy it may be deemed necessary that the goal of urban planning policy should be defined as balanced functional and spatial development of urban areas which implies the creation of comfortable living environment, improved quality of urban environment, reasonable volumes and forms of new residential developments, as well as renovation, modernization of the existing residential areas.
Main priorities of urban planning policy, effective in terms of implementation of the priorities of the new housing strategy, may include as outlined below:
1) creation of a comprehensive system of urban planning and regulation in order to ensure a consistent improvement of quality of urban environment and take into account the priorities of housing policy;
2) renovation of residential areas with dilapidated and obsolete dwellings, reorganization of industrial zones and other inadequately used urban areas 34 ;
3) introduction of novel instruments for urban planning regulation in order to increase the number of types of dwellings and facilitate the construction of economy class dwellings affordable for purchase or lease.
Urban design and planning with respect of each urban settlement and with due account of urban planning priorities may substantially change the demand for housing construction, including that for dwellings of various types, facilitate the development and modernization of infrastructure, improve the quality of housing provision to individuals and enhance urban environment by way of smoothing the mismatch between the volumes of new residential developments and the volumes of renovation of residential areas 35 . Sound distribution of financial resources across urban areas shall focus, mainly, on improvement and modernization of residential areas in central locations, and also on development of peripheral areas, as needed, but without excessive extensions of built-up areas which, normally, require extra funds for adequate maintenance and municipalities lack the finance thereto.
Along with the need for harmonizing the goals and priorities of housing and urban planning policies, it is necessary that relevant documents setting the mechanisms for implementation of the foregoing policies be also reconciled. At the local level, urban planning documents, including general plans, are considered to be the documents related to long-term planning. Most housing policy documents, however, are referred to as documents that relate to mid-term planning. The documents can be integrated into a comprehensive plan for implementation of the general plan which should be adjusted in accordance with the documents that relate to housing policy, budget planning and infrastructure development.
Besides that, both documents on urban planning and housing policy rarely have provisions on differentiation of types of dwellings in various locations (central area, middle area, peripheral area) according to the size of a dwelling (minimum and/or maximum floor space), and so on. So the legal procedures for direct regulation of housing characteristics with due account for location of a dwelling should be applied. Among other things, this would require that contents of housing policy documents be extended (via the introduction of the relevant provisions on differentiation of dwellings according to quality standards), and, at the same time, be adjusted to land use and development regulations, and reconciled with schedules of tenders for awarding developers the right for construction or comprehensive development of urban areas.
A Scheme of Location-Based Differentiation as Applied to Housing and Urban Planning Policies
It may be deemed necessary that the prospects of their social and economic development, demographic forecasts, achieved housing availability, and forecast of housing needs and demand, including in respect of various forms of housing provision to meet housing needs, should be taken into account in the process of implementing housing and urban planning policies in Russian regions and cities.
For example, in case of a need of getting a 'roof over the head' or basic housing amenities, the adoption of stringent urban planning regulations may impede the solution of the housing policy objective. Contrariwise, ambitious common social and economic goals of regions and cities (e.g., in capitals or central cities of regions), necessitating attraction of the most skilled 35 workforce, can be achieved only in the presence of a high-quality urban environment which may be formed on the basis of a strict and comprehensive system of urban planning regulations. Group 3: regions with economies in dire straits and low potential for development of housing markets (the Republic of Udmurtia, the Republic of Mary-El, Buryatia, Dagestan, etc. -a total of 9 regions).
Group 4: regions with special sources of revenue without prospects for diversification of economy and vague prospects for development of housing market -primarily, resourceproducing regions (the Republic of Komi, the Republic of Sakha-Yakutia, Transbaikal Krai, etc.
-a total of 9 regions).
For developed economies (regions from the 1 st group), every goal may be attainable. It is advisable, therefore, that first-priority goals -(1.1 and 2.1) as described in Section 1 -should be set.
The goals may be attained inasmuch as a developed economy has revenue sources to finance goods as urban environment and affordable housing. Yet, revenue allocation to finance the attainment of the above mentioned goals shall take place in conformity with a strict and wellcoordinated state policy because a participation of the state is essential for proper redistribution of revenues. High-income groups of population shape demand for expensive dwellings the price of which tends to be predetermined by a strict urban planning policy. High-income groups of population may also support a supply response in respect of the groups with lower incomes (through payment of encumbrances placed on affordable dwellings and accounted for in the price 36 A detailed description of building-up a classification system and the outline of types and sub-types is given in [Kosareva et al., 2015. pp. 87 -103] .
of expensive dwellings or via payment of high real estate taxes). A gap between high-and lowincome groups of population, however, shall not be too wide.
It should be noted that even in most developed regions outside the boundaries of metropolitan agglomerations a fair number of old industrial towns, among them single-industry towns do exist. The revenue sources of those municipalities may not suffice to finance the improvements of the urban environment. The second-priority goals (1.2 and 2.2) may suit those towns more.
For the regions from the 2 nd group, the attainment of both first-priority goals may become possible only in the long run because a developing economy originally lacks sufficient revenue sources for financing the goods such as urban environment and affordable housing. Secondpriority goals, hence, may fit the regions in the best way. To maximize the volumes of housing construction it is necessary to reasonably loosen the requirements in respect of urban planning policy (as compared with developed economies) but only as these pertain to characteristics of urban environment. Yet, there is no need for giving up the priority of a 'compact development'
since an extensive (sprawl) development of these urban areas would cost much more than an intensive one. Maximization of construction volumes necessitates a shift to the maximum use of inefficiently used land plots (including those with dilapidated residential developments and abandoned industrial areas), while the requirements to urban environment may be lower than those established for developed regional economies.
With regard to the regions from the 3 rd group, the enhancement of housing affordability shall be conclusively identified as a priority. In those regions, however, high housing prices do not pose much of a problem because low incomes of population discourage residential developments as a business activity.
In the foregoing regions the policy on provision of affordable housing shall encompass the support of new self-provided construction projects, including single-family housing construction, and of capital repairs to the existing housing stock, use of abandoned dwellings (provided there are such dwellings in place), the loosening of urban policy requirements on the quality of urban environment (aiming to reduce the scope of the requirements as much as may be necessary: e.g. remove excessive requirements in respect of beautification of residential areas).
The regions from the 4 th group need that special regulatory instruments be designed both for social and economic policy as a whole, and for housing and urban planning policies, in particular.
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The policies of both types shall rely on direct corporate support (or state support via corporate taxes, creation of welfare funds on the basis of corporate contribution -a model for development of economies with a 'resource curse') rather than focus on promotion of market instruments. At the same time, the regions of this group have municipalities with the economies exhausted as a result of using up the potential of their resource-producing facilities in the absence of prospects for diversification of the economy. With regard to those municipalities it may be advisable that a policy of 'controlled squeeze' be applied thereto (this may suggest a closure of a human settlement with the resettlement of all the residents, as a last resort, which requires a considerable intervention on the part of the state).
